if not my treatment of it, would have been congenial to him. Therefore with just that modicum of confidence and with great pride and gratitude, I dedicate this essay to his memory. I I think I should like first to take you for a rapid walk round this little building that I have tried to erect, in order that you may see its shape ; and then, so far as time allows, I shall invite you to come inside and see what you think of the structural details.
First, I want to repeat an observation, made long ago* and often reiterated by scholars ever since, that there are not inconsiderable pointers to some connection between the Pastoral Epistles and the author of Luke and Acts. I think I may be able to add a few hitherto unnoticed scraps of evidence to reinforce this conclusion.
But suppose this connection were even positively established, and not merely a well-based conjecture: it is one thing to establish a connection between the Pastorals and Luke, and quite another to find any plausible explanation for it: and here we begin to run into the familiar problem of the Pastorals, which, as I say, it is my chief intention to throw into clearer relief than ever.
There are many features, particularly evident in 1 Timothy but not absent from 2 Timothy and Titus, which make it intensely difficult to believe that these letters are fully Pauline. I know that there are distinguished attempts, not least in very recent days, to rehabilitate their Paulinity.2 But do they really carry conviction ? Of course we know that writers change their style and their vocabulary, not only with advancing years but with changing situations ; and there is no cogent reason for denying Pauline authorship to a letter, merely because its vocabulary and style 432 THE JOHN RYLANDS LIBRARY mark it as different from others which are firmly established as genuine. It is possible, therefore, that, on such grounds, one might argue that the greetings, for instance, with which the Pastorals open are not necessarily unPauline although they are quite different from anything else we attribute to Paul. It is possible, again, that one might explain changes of emphasis in the doctrine of the person of Christ or of the Holy Spirit as due to a changed situation. I have myself recently argued that the shape of St. Paul's eschatological teaching varied not in an evolving chronological sequence but rather in relation to successive situations.1 It is possible, once more, that the ecclesiastical situation which the Pastorals reflect (if that is not too lucid a metaphor for so dim an image) is not incompatible with a setting in the life of Paul. But the problem of the Pastorals is constituted primarily by much more far-reaching differences than change of phrase or change of emphasis or change of situation. It is constituted by a change of mentality. The powerful mind and the daring thought behind Romans and Galatians or even 1 and 2 Thessalonians is, in the Pastorals, replaced by a concern for orthodoxy and for decorum. And as for 1 Timothy i. 8 ff. it is astonishing that anyone could seriously attribute to Paul at any stage of his life the definition there offered of wherein the goodness of the law lies:
We all know that the law is an excellent thing, provided we treat it as law, recognizing that it is not aimed at good citizens, but at the lawless and unruly, the impious and sinful. . . .
The law, meant to be " lawfully " (vo/xt/Ltcu?) used, as a restraint, to prevent excessive sin ! In what a different world of thought this stands from the noble Pauline conception of the law as the revelation of God's will and character, liable to abuse precisely when it is used " lawfully " ! It is when a change of mentality like this is added to the differences of vocabulary and expression, that the difficulty of accepting the Pastoral Epistles as wholly Pauline seems practically insuperable.
But as soon as one has decided that the difficulties in the way of accepting these writings as entirely, if at all, Pauline, are insuperable, one is confronted with the corresponding difficulty of imagining a situation in which they could have been created. Barrett's suggestion* that the Pastorals are an attempt on the one hand to defend Paul against Judaistic detractors and, on the other, to show that he does not belong among the gnostics, is, in itself, plausible enough. But it hardly explains the peculiar features of these writings. It is these that constitute the impasse an impasse that fragment-theories like P. N. Harrison's do little or nothing, as it seems to me, to remove.
For we are not confronted with a case of mere pseudonymity. If that were all, the problem might be more amenable. That all three epistles expressly claim to be by Paul, is, in itself, no difficulty to those who believe in what may be called wellintentioned pseudonymity. With no intention to deceive, they would say, the pseudonymist writes in the name of the apostle, genuinely believing that he is conveying a message that would have been acceptable to the master, and with the master's posthumous authority. And it may be that a writing like 2 Peter practically demonstrates that such a practice was followed at a comparatively early period though the evidence for its being frequently followed in that period is not so convincing. But even so, the problem remains: how explain the circumstantial references in the Pastorals to the apostle's movements and plans ? Critics who rightly or wrongly defend the naturalness and the honesty of pseudonymity in general, too often ignore this particular problem. 2 Peter can say that the apostle is about to die : that is an obvious and quite natural setting for weighty last words. But what would a posthumous pseudepigraph want with the cloak left at Troas, or (still odder!) with an expectation of speedy release? C. K. Barrett, although in part sharing with P. N. Harrison a view which demands belief in the insertion of Pauline fragments, rightly calls these alleged Pauline fragments " artless and in some ways pointless scraps" (op. cit. 11). They are worse than pointless. It seems gratuitously ironic not to say 434 THE JOHN RYLANDS LIBRARY callous for an imitator of a deceased master to say, in his name, that he is hoping soon to come and visit the recipient. And the P. N. Harrison type of theory, which finds these to be genuine Pauline fragments incorporated by the pseudonymist, has to face the difficulty J of explaining the origin of these floating scraps of Pauline messages, and how and why they were pieced together in this most extraordinary way. What evidence is there that Paul ever wrote such brief, detached messages ? And who in the world would make an implausible pastiche of them with the hope of conveying verisimilitude ?
It seems to me, therefore and here I come to my own desperate effort to suggest a way through the impasse that we are driven to a theory of free composition (in the case of 1 Timothy, very free composition) by an amanuensis during the apostle's lifetime. In this case, we have to resort, once more, to the postulate as old as Eusebius (H.E. ii. 22.2) 2 that Paul was released from prison and did the travelling implied by the Pastorals if they do belong to his lifetime, and was subsequently reimprisoned.
My suggestion is, then, that Luke wrote all three Pastoral epistles. But he wrote them during Paul's lifetime, at Paul's behest, and, in part (but only in part), at Paul's dictation.
The least Pauline of the three is 1 Timothy. It would be tempting, therefore, to place this last of all, at the end of the apostle's life and at a time when he was preoccupied with his trial, or even after his death. Indeed, I have suggested elsewhere 3 that the Christological titles of the Pastorals collectively may suggest a situation in which emperor worship had developed further than in Paul's lifetime. But perhaps this is not a necessary conclusion. Though, admittedly, the Pastorals' terms are more specialized,1 rivalry with the Emperor is already implied in Luke's Gospel (e.g. ii. 11, "a Saviour.. . Christ the Lord ") and in Acts xvii. 7 (" They all flout the Emperor's laws, and assert that there is a rival King, Jesus ") and Luke and Acts are seldom placed as late as the open clash between Christianity and the imperial cult. And, on the other side, there is also Titus iii. 1 to be remembered (" Remind them to be submissive to the government and the authorities... ").2 But, in any case, the two references in 1 Timothy (iii. 14 and iv. 13) to Paul's impending visit to Timothy would, as I have said, be a sort of mockery if 1 Timothy were posthumous. Perhaps, instead, 1 Timothy was written just as Paul, about to be temporarily released, was busy with the negotiations involved in the release. This would admirably fit the allusions, and the epistle's ending without autograph. Might it not be that Luke wrote it for the apostle and in his name but very much in his own, not the apostle's, manner of thinking ; and, finding a suitable messenger just leaving for Ephesus, sent it off before the apostle had read, corrected, or signed it ? There was no time to be lost, if Paul himself was really so soon to follow. The other two epistles would then be also by Luke as amanuensis, but with more apostolic control, though, again, without Paul's autograph.
I cannot pretend that an amanuensis' freely drafted and unconnected letter is an easy thing to conceive of; but I do not find it impossible ; and I find it less difficult to imagine than either that the whole of these epistles was written at the direct dictation of Paul or that they are artificial, posthumous compositions with genuine Pauline fragments set into them like a mosaic. 
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Perhaps the hardest feature to fit into the setting I am proposing is the portrait of Timothy himself. Defenders of the genuineness of the Pastorals have little difficulty in this respect with his youth, for they are able to show that veorrjs is a relative term.1 But the real problem was well expressed by B. S. Easton when he wrote 2 : "... to these years of close and affectionate intercourse [between Timothy and PaulJ there is not the slightest allusion in 2 Timothy. Timothy is said, indeed, to have witnessed Paul's sufferings but the sufferings (3.11) are those at Antioch, Iconium and Lystra, all of which occurred before Timothy's call! " The only answer I can propose to that is that, if Luke was responsible for the drafting of these epistles, it is, perhaps, intelligible that, in his reverence for Paul, he magnified the apostle's authority and seniority over against the younger man in a way in which Paul himself would not have.
If one could concede this much, then one might perhaps be ready to take one further step, which concerns the Pauline corpus. My proposal is that after Paul's death, Luke, who knew better than most how many letters the apostle had written, set to work to collect these his companion's and leader's authentic writings. It might well be, if so, that such a collection stood for some time separate from these three last letters which Luke himself had so freely composed and might not have troubled to retrieve from their recipients. This might help to account for the shorter corpus without the Pastorals, which is reflected both in p46 and in Marcion.
That, in outline is my suggestion.3 At very best it is a sorry attempt to make the best of a bad job, and I shall not be surprised if I carry no one perhaps not even the whole of myself along with the argument. What I hope, however, is that there may at least be some value in this attempt to force a recognition of the difficulties attaching to orthodox solutions, and in the material I now present in relation to it.
II
Let me first go into a little more detail about the matter of authorship. I have already indicated why I side with those who find it almost or quite impossible to attribute the whole of these epistles to Paul. It is not merely a matter of vocabulary. Although the evidence of vocabulary is not to be ignored, and, in a moment, I am going to use it myself, it is a limited evidence because the problems it is supposed to solve are much too complex. It is much more significant that ways of thinking about fundamentals are different in the Pastorals from anything that we find in the acknowledged Paulines. I have mentioned the definition of the uses of law. This is not the time or place for a full review of other alien features. I will recall only two significant facts. 1 The first is that the famous Pauline phrase " in Christ " (etc.), although used in the Pastorals, is not used in connection with a directly personal relationship, but only with non-personal words such as " the faith ", or " the life that is in Christ Jesus " (1 Tim. iii. 13 ; 2 Tim. J. 1, etc.). The second is that the word " Spirit" (TTvevfjia) is only comparatively rarely used in the Pastorals, and only twice of the Spirit of God given to Christians (2 Tim. i. 14, Tit. iii. 5). Without going any further, we find ourselves thus confronted with something subtly but decidedly different in atmosphere from the Paulines.
If, then, the case is pretty heavily loaded against, at any rate, total Pauline authorship, the favourites among alternative names are Tychicus and Luke. Jeremias, who believes the Pastorals to be genuinely Pauline but written by an amanuensis, asserts roundly 2 that Luke is certainly excluded by 2 Timothy iv. 11 which says " Luke alone is with me ", and he chooses Tychicus.
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He means, I suppose, that the amanuensis, whether he remained anonymous or, like Tertius in Romans xvi. 22, declared himself, would at any rate not speak of himself in the third person and in a rather complimentary way at that. But to speak of oneself in the third person seems to me not unnatural when one is not writing in one's own name ; and to say that he is the only one still with the apostle is, if it is a fact, hardly over boastful. I cannot see that 2 Timothy iv. 11 excludes Luke's pen from that epistle let alone from the others. And, although M. Albertz 1 also comes down, albeit tentatively, on the side of Tychicus, there are others who favour Luke. Besides H. A. Schott, quoted above, P. N. Harrison cites J. D. James, Genuineness and Authorship of the Pastoral Epistles (1906), p. 154 : " ' Only Luke is with me ' stares us on the written page." Robert Scott, to whom I shall return directly, made out a considered case for him a few years later (1909) 2 ; and Sir Robert Falconer, whose commentary 3 contains a very elaborate partition theory of the Pastoral Epistles, attributes certain sections to Luke. It is the case for Luke's immediate authorship of all three epistles that I want now to try to reinforce, while, at the same time, suggesting that they were written in Paul's lifetime and at his behest, though not entirely at his dictation.
I have said that I do not put much faith in the statistics of vocabulary. This is not because I am adverse to the use of figures carefully compiled by humans or by computers being congenitally lazy, I am always eager for whatever help, human or mechanical, may be available.4 It is merely because I doubt whether linguistic statistics can take us very far towards solving a problem in which a whole series of different factors must be taken into account age, environment, situation, and so forth. One must ask how far the words in question are significant words; and even more important with what ideas they are associated. I am therefore far more inclined to take account of the character of words, and of themes, images and ideas than of the mere numerical totals.
However, so far as indiscriminate word-counts do take us, it seems to me they take us, or at least allow us to go, in the direction of Luke.
Every student of this question is indebted to the late Dr. P. N. Harrison for his invaluable 1 tables, added to, at the end of his long life, in a posthumously published volume.2 Sir Robert Falconer's commentary z and, more recently, R. Morgenthaler's splendid statistical tables 4 are also of great value.
The main result of statistical work on the vocabulary of the Pastoral Epistles is to associate them rather with the Hellenistic and sub-apostolic writers than with Paul. But the same might well be true, I suspect, of Luke's writing, if we had enough of his own to test by. As it is, Luke-Acts is too full (in all probability) of sources for that particular test to be particularly easy. Luke is widely recognized as having used sources (especially in the Gospel) and as having assumed styles from the Septuagint when he deemed it appropriate to do so. But equally, he is recognized as capable, on occasion, of writing in the manner of a Hellenistic historian. If any test were to be applied to him, it should probably be on the last eight chapters of Acts, which look like his own independent, eye-witness narrative. I suspect that it would bring him out with much the same affinities as the Pastoral Epistles. It is true that P. N. Harrison maintains that it is the period A.D. 95-170 to which they belong, and that he shows that, of the words in them not found elsewhere in the New Testament, nor in the Apostolic Fathers, nor in the Apologists, very few can miscalculated) gives a distinctly, though admittedly not vastly, higher figure, proportionately, as an average per page, for the second group. As far as it goes though this is, no doubt, not far this reinforces the case for Lucan authorship. A further step, presumably, would be to compare with these figures the ratio between the Luke-Acts vocabulary and that of the non-Paulines. Not being a statistician, I only ask (it is not within my competence to answer) whether this type of investigation, carried out scientifically, might not yield some significant results.
The strongest evidence from mere vocabulary-counts that I have met against Lucan authorship is the dearth of Lucan particles, etc., from the Pastorals.2 Most noteworthy of all is the lack of vvv and the dearth of o-w-compounds.3 That the Pastorals are more sparing in Septuagint words than are the other epistles 4 need not be so significant. Luke's Septuagintalisms are, one suspects, a " turn " that he could put on at will. There is no reason why he should do this when writing a letter.
Taking the statistics all round, then, I cannot see that unless the argument based on the particles is decisive there is anything but encouragement for the Lucan theory.
But I said that it was significant words that must carry the weight, together with themes, images, and ideas. What happens, then, by such a test ? Years ago I published a very slight sketch of what seemed to me to be traces and echoes of Gospel parables, sayings, and scenes in the New Testament epistles.1 My intention then was simply to see whether we could detect traces of the more descriptive and pictorial side of the Gospel traditions lurking in the words of the epistles. I did not immediately notice, as I have more recently, that, when I had done my best, a considerable proportion of the alleged Gospel echoes were in the Pastoral Epistles, and were echoes, moreover, from the material peculiar to Luke. Later, I went on to make a collection of all the parallels I could find between Luke and the Pastorals. These I mentioned in a short excursus to my book, The Birth of the New Testament 2 ; and then I found that I had been anticipated by Robert Scott of Bombay. In a book, The Pauline Epistles : a Critical Study (T. and T. Clark, 1909), he made an attempt to detect, within the collection of writings canonically attributed to Paul, four groups, only the first of which was directly and immediately Pauline. This was, of course, nothing new in principle, even at that date. But Scott is important for the present purpose, partly because of his emphasis upon the fact that it does not require lapse of time to account for differences of phrase and theme, but only a difference of culture and outlook (pp. 351 f.), and partly because Scott was, perhaps, the earliest critic to exhibit in considerable detail a number of parallels between the Pastorals and Luke-Acts. I owe my own discovery of his book to D. Guthrie's New Testament Introduction : the Pauline Epistles (Tyndale Press, 1961), p. 235, n. 3. Putting my collection and Scott's together, rejecting some of Scott's as (to me) unconvincing, and adding some further items to my own collection, I now have what seems to me a not unimpressive list.
I will not weary you with a recitation of it all I will select some specimens to show you the kind of thing I mean. Let me group my specimens in three broad categories, A, B, and C, although there will be a measure of overlapping between them.
First, A, the category of significant words, or uses of words : (ii) Luke and the Pastorals almost possess a monopoly within the New Testament, of the word-group evae/3-, denoting piety or godliness: eucre'/fcia, outside Acts iii. 12 and the Pastorals, only occurs in 2 Peter (thrice); evaefielv occurs only in Acts and 1 Timothy (once each) ; evaeprjs occurs twice in Acts (x. 2, 7) and once in 2 Peter (ii. 9) ; cvaefiajs comes only at 2 Timothy iii. 12 and Titus ii. 12.
(iii) The interesting compounds £ajypew>, (Luke v. 10, 2 Timothy ii. 26), " to catch alive ", and ^twoyoveiV (Luke xvii. 33, Acts vii. 19, 1 Timothy vi. 13), " to preserve alive ", are both confined to the Lucan writings and the Pastorals.
(iv) 7r«rpt7roieur0ai, " to acquire, get hold of" or " save, preserve " occurs only at Luke xvii. 33, Acts xx. 28, 1 Timothy iii. 13 (though the noun, Tre/DCTroi^o-i?, is quite differently distributed).
(v) Finally, so far as " A " is concerned, the word rt/xi? which, in the New Testament, mostly means " honour ", is used just twice in the sense honorarium or material gift or reward, namely, at Acts xxviii. 10 (of the gifts given to the shipwrecked Christians by the Maltese) and at 1 Timothy v. 17 (of the stipend, or honorarium, of elders).
In category '* B " I place what may be called significant phrases, or collocations of words. My meaning will be obvious enough as we look at them.
(i) In 1 Timothy vi there is a good deal of moralizing against love of wealth. In verse 10 it is called faXapyvpla, " love of money "; in verse 17, when the theme is taken up again, Timothy is told to charge his flock ^ vi/jr)Xo<f>povelv " not to be haughty ". Now, in Luke xvi. 14, the Pharisees (surprisingly, and I do not know how correctly 1) are described as <f>iXdpyvpoi, " lovers of money "; and in the next verse, Jesus is represented as saying to them that what is lofty, v^Xov, among men is abominated by God. Is this collocation fortuitous? faXapyvpia and vifrrjXo(j)pov Lv, it may be added, come, in the New Testament, only at 1 Timothy vi. 10, 17; </>iXdpyvpos comes only at Luke xvi. 14 and 2 Timothy iii. 2; dfaXdpyvpos the opposite adjective comes only at 1 Timothy iii. 3 and Hebrews xiii. 5. Here, then, is a group of words which might have been split up and quoted separately in group " A ", but which receive added significance by this collocation.
(ii) Still on the subject of true and false riches, it is Luke's gospel which, more than the others, elaborates the theme of the folly of laying up treasure on earth, but not being (as the phrase has it) rich " towards God " (/MI) els 6eov TrXovrutv, Luke xii. 21) ; and it is that same passage in 1 Timothy vi that takes up these phrases also : men are to be exhorted (verses 18 f.) "to be rich in good deeds " (irXovrelv ei> epyois KaXols), " laying up for themselves a good foundation for the future " (dTTodrjaavpi^ovres eavrols defieXiov KaXov els TO //-eAAov). The themes of the distinctively Lucan parables of the rich fool and the dishonest bailiff are clearly audible here.
(iii) In 2 Timothy Ji. 12 comes the aphorism : " if we endure we shall share his Kingdom " (el vTro^evo^ev, /cat avv^acnXevaofjiev). In Luke alone comes the saying of Jesus (Luke xxii. 28 f.), " You are the ones who have persevered with me in my testing times, and I covenant to give you a kingdom " (v^els . . . ecrre ol
' e/u-ou ev rois Treipaapols ^iov'Ka.ya) S (iv) In the Gospel saying about the labourer being worthy of support, the Matthean form (Matt. x. 10) has "worthy of his keep " (rrjs Tpo(f>fjs avrov). Luke (x. 7) has " of his pay " (rou /u,«70ou), and so does the version of the saying in 1 Timothy v. 18.
(v) Next, there is a linked complex of sayings about Christ as destined to be judge of all alike, of the whole world, of both living and dead. The cliche " living and dead " is peculiar, within the New Testament, to 2 Timothy iv. 1 and Acts x. 42. (The nearest approach is Romans xiv. 9, where it is in the reverse order, " dead and living ".) If we place these two passages, 2 Acts xx. 24 : " For myself, I set no store by life ; I only want to finish my race " (c6? reAetojo-co rov opopov /zou) " and complete the task which the Lord Jesus assigned to me . . .".
2 Timothy iv. 7 : "I have run the great race " (rov KaXov aytova ^ycuvto-jitat), " I have finished the course " (rov opopov rereAe/ca), " I have kept faith."
It is to be observed that only once again does opopos, " racecourse ", occur in the New Testament, and this, too, is in a Pauline speech, in Acts xiii. 25 : " And when John was nearing 1 Cf . Acts xxiv. 15.
the end of his course " (to? 8e cTrXrfpo 'lajdvrjs rov Spopov), . . . The simplest explanation of this phenomenon, obviously, is that all three passages are genuinely Pauline ; but I think it proper to include it here, in case it is deemed that the Acts speeches are Lucan. My last group, " C ", may be headed significant ideas. Once again, there is a certain overlapping, for the athletic metaphor we have just been considering as a significant phrase could be classed also as an idea. But I distinguish, in this third section, something more far-reaching than mere phrases what can only be called ethical or theological ideas ; and of these I offer two.
(i) The first is the so-called " angelic trinity " that is, a phrase which, instead of the late, credal Trinity Father, Son, and Holy Spirit speaks of God or the Father, Christ or the Son of Man, and the angels. I do not, of course, mean that the triple phrase is intended metaphysically or is really comparable to trimtarian terms, as though it were an early and undeveloped form of these. It is merely a convenient designation for a triple phrase of majesty in which the angels figure side by side with God and Christ.
In Luke ix. 26 there is the saying, " Whoever is ashamed of me and mine, the Son of Man will be ashamed of him, when he comes in his glory and the glory of the Father and the holy angels ".
In 1 Timothy v. 21, " Before God and Christ Jesus and the angels who are his chosen, I solemnly charge you (ii) Peculiarly clear in Luke (if, for a moment, we leave the Pastorals out of reckoning) is a quantitative, retributive notion of justice and responsibility, coupled with a theory of the veniality of unwitting sin. At Luke xii. 47 f. comes the saying, peculiar to Luke, about the one who sins in ignorance deserving a less severe beating than the one who sins with his eyes open, and about the man of many gifts being correspondingly the more responsible. At Luke xxiii. 34 (if it is the true reading, though this is doubtful) is the prayer of our Lord as he was fastened to the cross : " Father, forgive them ; they do not know what they are doing "; and at Acts iii. 1 7, Peter excuses the Jews for the death of Christ because they did it in ignorance (a very rare note in the New 446 THE JOHN RYLANDS LIBRARY Testament). Where else is this weighing of guiltiness expressed ? Surely at 1 Timothy i. 13, " But because I acted ignorantly in unbelief I was dealt with mercifully" (^Ae^fliyv, on ayvo&v en-ot^o-a). One may add, in passing, that without any such condition, the dying Stephen prays, at Acts vii. 60, "do not hold this sin against them "; and similarly at 2 Timothy iv. 16 we find I pray that it may not be held against them ". Other ideas might be adduced, not least in the Christological realm, but I leave you with these two examples, only adding that there is an indication of more that might be said in C. K. Barrett's remark (Luke the Historian in Recent Study, 1961, p. 62 f.) that Luke " shares the attitude of the Pastorals, though he is prevented by his subject-matter from uttering the explicit: 0 Timothy, guard the deposit, and turn away from profane babblings, and the contradictions of falsely so-called gnosis (1 Tim. vi.
20)."
Ill Supposing, then, that, for the sake of argument, we accept the hypothesis that Luke may have been the " framer " (shall we say?) of these epistles. We must now examine more narrowly the question I have already formulated : In what circumstances can we conceive of this taking place ? Writings under an assumed name pseudepigraphs are, for obvious reasons, normally composed after the death of the bearer of the name. Otherwise there would be no point in the fiction. There are plenty of pseudepigraphical books attached to great Old Testament names like Daniel, Enoch, Moses, Solomon and Esra which were written centuries after the period of the real or mythical figures who are their alleged authors; and a spate of fiction under apostolic names, too, sprang up some century and a half or two centuries after the apostles. A writing like 2 Peter, inside the New Testament canon, which is widely believed to be a pseudepigraph, is, if so, exceptionally close to its alleged author's actual date; and K. Aland has plausibly suggested 1 that the earliest stage of Christian pseudonymity was an oral stage, when an actual disciple of an apostle spoke in the apostle's name under the influence of a prophetic afflatus. Nobody was at the time deceived : they recognized this as say a Petrine message through an inspired disciple of Peter's, and gladly accepted it for what it was. It was only later, when such a message came to be written down, and when the generation who knew the speaker had passed, that the speaker's words, still bearing not his name but his master's, might be mistaken for literally the apostle's work or as purporting to be such.
I am proposing, however, to treat the Pastorals as Luke's work, but written in the apostle's life-time and at his behest. The chief reasons that drive me to this odd conclusion are these (I have already alluded to the first of them) : (i) I can understand a pseudepigrapher representing the apostle, as in 2 Peter i. 14, as standing near the end of his life. It is a perfectly intelligible device to add weight to the message by presenting it as the apostle's last words. But I find it harder to conceive of an apostle's disciple pretending, after his master's death, that he was still shortly coming to visit his addressee. Twice in 1 Timothy this note is struck : iii. 14 f.: "I am hoping to come to you before long, but I write this in case I am delayed ... "; iv. 13 " until I arrive... 'V Some may say that this is an obvious device to lend verisimilitude, and I know that judgments of this sort are difficult to assess objectively. I can only say that to me it seems a piece of gratuitous irony and in bad taste.
(ii) On the other hand, in 2 Timothy iv. 6 ff. where there is indeed a " last words " setting, perfectly suited to a pseudepigraph, the effect is gratuitously ruined by the introduction of those extraordinary snippets of trivial detail, about the cloak and the books. It is hard enough to understand what Paul would want with them if he really thought that he was soon going to be executed. But it is still harder, in my opinion, to see why a pseudepigrapher should invent details so little consistent with an idealized scene of martyrdom. Surely, of the two, it is easier to 448 THE JOHN RYLANDS LIBRARY believe that Paul really did send a message to Timothy (by Luke's pen, as I am suggesting) to this effect, either because he had a secret hope he might be reprieved and outlast the winter, or because he did not know that there would not be a long delay before the execution, even if he were condemned.
(iii) The P. N. Harrison type of solution, of course, has its answer to this problem. These and other bits of all three letters really are genuine scraps of Pauline " personalia ", but they belong at a quite different stage of his career and have simply been posthumously incorporated both to preserve apostolic material and to lend verisimilitude by the imitator. I must confess that it amazes me that such a solution has gained wide currency, for it presupposes (what, to the best of my knowledge there is not a shred of evidence to support) that Paul wrote these little scraps on separate, detached papyri; and, even if that could be established, it requires us to believe that they were kept by the recipients another improbable assumption ; and finally, it asks us to picture an imitator going round and collecting them and copying them into the letter he has fabricated at points so captiously selected that they have puzzled commentators ever since. Incidentally, it has been pertinently asked why the compiler did not put any of these fragments in 1 Timothy.1 What seems to me fatal to the scrap theory (this stromatic theory, if I may coin the term!) is that it requires so much credulity on all sides.
For such reasons, I suggest, it is worth while to hunt for a more plausible explanation. The phenomenon to be explained supposing I am right in my analysis of it is a series of writings written in the name of Paul, but bearing, at various points, nonPauline characteristics such as I have listed, yet containing also phrases and statements about Paul, which, whether in Paul's own actual words or not, are difficult to account for, and seem to be aimless, unless Paul himself prescribed them at those points. It is at this stage that I join with many before me who have invoked Otto Roller's celebrated work.1 This is an investigation of the Pauline corpus in the light of methods of letter writing in antiquity the use of amanuenses, and so forth ; and it reaches the conclusion that, unless one had a professional stenographer and high quality papyrus, one would be unlikely to dictate verbatim. Verbatim dictation would need to be so slow and laborious that it would, in fact, become dictation syllable by syllable, and the composer's style (especially if he were a torrential thinker like Paul) would be gravely hampered. Much more likely alternatives are either that the apostle would write with his own hand as he evidently did at the end of Galatians, if not throughout that letter, and as I strongly suspect he did at a certain point in 2 Corinthians, where the style is more intensely Aramaic than anywhere else 2 or else that he would tell a friend what he wanted said and let the friend frame it in his own words, using, no doubt, as much of the apostle's actual words as he remembered. The apostle would then read it through to alter or emend before he added his signature or, at any rate, his autograph.
Some of Roller's details have been challenged, and I am told that he overdraws the picture of the slowness and difficulty with which the non-professional amanuensis might write. But I am not aware that his main conclusions need to be altered. 3 If so, I repeat the suggestion of many before me, that a solution to our problem might be found by postulating Luke as the amanuensis ; and I would assume a rather exceptional range of fluctuation between, on the one hand, the very free composition, embodying little more than the subjects and general lines of exhortation which the apostle had directed (1 Tim.), and, on the other, the much more nearly verbatim reproduction of his phrases (2 Tim.).
The non-Pauline characteristics are spread over all three epistles,1 but it is widely agreed that 1 Timothy looks the least Pauline of all, and it contains the highest concentration of the sort of features I have illustrated, while 2 Timothy, by contrast, is, by some, accepted as at least containing much that is fully Pauline. It would, as I have said, be easy to propose that this only means that 1 Timothy is a posthumous pseudepigraph, even if 2 Timothy (and possibly Titus) are not: but I have already pointed out the difficulties in the way of treating 1 Timothy so. Instead, we have to find a setting in which 1 Timothy could have been freely composed by Luke shortly before Paul was, in fact, released. And why not? It has been pointed out by several writers that there is no radical objection to the old theory (as old at least at Eusebius) 2 that Paul was released from imprisonment in Rome and only later reimprisoned. Is it not conceivable that, just before this release, he needed to send messages to Timothy in a hurry pastoral directions as well as personal messages but had not the leisure from preoccupations (including, it might be, the actual judicial proceedings immediately preceding the release) to devote to working out his themes in detail ? In such circumstances, might not Luke have worked up this pastoral letter for his friend and master, using his own phrases and his own examples and his own reasoning (or lack of it) as best he could ? 3 And might it not have been that he found a suitable messenger just leaving for Ephesus, and decided that, since there was no time to lose, it had better go off, even though the apostle had not read and signed it ? C. Spicq, in a recent article, 4 has collected from the non-literary papryi some reference to just such opportunist seizing upon messengers to carry letters. Objectors will, no doubt, taunt me by asking whether Paul was so busy packing his valise that he could not sign his letters.1 But I do not think that the situation I have sketched is really so implausible.
I do not think that 1 Timothy i. 3 compels us to postulate that Timothy had only recently been left at Ephesus when this letter was written. It is not incompatible with a much longer interval than either Paul or Timothy had expected when they parted (perhaps at the point indicated by Acts xx. 15 f.). The letter to Titus will have to have been written, again by Luke at Paul's behest but unsigned by Paul, from somewhere along Paul's route between Crete and Nicopolis, during the interval between the release and the reimprisonment; while 2 Timothy must have been written, also by Luke, during the second imprisonment and near the apostle's death, in different circumstances, and with much closer attention to the details of the apostle's messages, though still with a certain admixture of Luke's own style and ideas, and still without an autograph this time, perhaps, because the apostle did not survive to add it. This means a thoroughgoing reinstatement of the old-fashioned theory of a journey to Crete and perhaps to Spain and all the rest of it. But why not ? Objections are fashionable, but not, I think, cogent.
I have one final suggestion to fling out for your consideration. The collecting of the Pauline epistles is a notorious enigma. How did it take place gradually, snowball-wise, or at the initiative of one man ? 2 E. J. Goodspeed's most ingenious theory 3 that Onesimus was the initiator of it has been trenchantly criticized.4 But I am not convinced that the only alternative is to postulate not the work of a single person but a gradual, snowball growth.
